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Ref : (a) Command Investigation; of | 
13 



dtd 15 Mar 



1. I concur in the findings of fact, opinions of reference (a) * 
I concur in the recommendations except as otherwise s^eci£ically 
discussed in describing follow-on actions in this letter. CAPT 
David 6. Hunter, the former Commanding Officer of MSROfI 12 , di<i 
not fulfill the duties or irteet the expectations o£ a Comrnandi^j 
Officer- As a result , on 15 February 2013 y I relieyeci him as 
the CO of MSRON 12 y and, on 4 March % 013 , he **as found guilty of 
misconduct at NtJP and awarded a punitive letted of reprimand. 
Furthermore, I atn recommending that he be detached for cause and 
required to show cause for retention* Likewise, f ormer^3^g^^^ 

WP^S^^^^^^^^^^1S^3^S^^. failed to fulfill tbfe 
cuit^^gBc^mee^xn^expeccat^ As 
a result / on 15 February 2013, he was relieved of his duties as 
th ^^^^ ^ ^^^^ l^^^^^^ p^^S^^ On 28 February 2013 , he w&s 
accordingly awarded NtfP for violating the UCp3J ahd received a 
punitive letter of reprimand. Additional ly, -I have formally 
recommended that he be detached for cause iarid that; his 

BSfofc S^riii^ rinTil^TSftfiBB be removed. 



2 . In general , the investigation revealed that CAPT Hunter 
created a work environment that resulted in poor command climate 
and low morale .... Aritong the of f icers and crew he was viewed 
divisive and developed a reputation f : pp- being neither 
trustworthy nor straightforward, CAPT Hunter became largely 
unapproachable and created an increasingly dangerous enviroriment 
whereby subordinate personnel did not f eel empowered to provide 
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frank counsel qr recommendations to the it Commanding Officer 
without being ridiculed or haying their own judgment questioned. 
The Command Triad was ineffective due to CAPT Hunter' s 
unwil 1 ingne s s to empower, communicate wi;t& # and take counsel 
from either the Executive Officer or Cbmmahd Master" Chief . 

3 . CAPT Hunter inaccurately characterized the findings of the 
2012 MSRON 12 Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute 
tDEOMI] survey in his Executive Summary of the survey to CiOaBtal 
Riverine Group TWO (GRG-2) and Navy Expeditionary Combat ContmaM 
(NECC) . Moreover, the Executive Summary was not routed properly 
by MSRQN 12 . I have ensured proper routing of that Executive 
Summary , and also ensured review and proper routing of all prior 
Executive Surveys from other commands, a& appropriate ♦ 

4> CAPT Hunter consistently exhibited unacceptabi e behavior in 
his treatment of subordinates , belittling and embarrass!^ 
officers and sailors in public on numerous occasions^ 
Specifically, in September 2012> at a department Head meeting^ 
he unduly embarrassed and belittled a Coast Gua^d Commander in 
front of a number of junior personnel. In January 201,3 . he 
embarrassed an<i belittled k Second Class Petty Officer] at ctn 
"All Hands" call in f ront of approximately 60 personnel, cutting 
off the sailor in mid -quest ion and moving into a lecture which 
un j us t i f i ably questioned the sailor' patriotism and commitment 
to the mission ; Finally, on several occasions, CAPT Hunter 
belittled and embarrassed his Command Master Chief and Executive 
Officer in front of other personnel . In shorty he f axlecli to 
accord his subordinate personnel the minimal level of dignity 
and respect expected of a Commanding Office*. 

5 . On one occasion, in his office-* GAPT Hunter ^hprofespionaily 
threw three command coins at his Executive Officer at the 
conclusion of a meeting between himself and the. Executive 

Of f icer \ While it does not appear that CAPT Hunte* intended to 
physically hurt his Executive Officer, Sucih conduct was 
inappropriate and inexcusable- 

6 . During the two most recent Physical Fitness Assessment (PEA) 
cycles, CAPT Hunter failed to have the required nun&er of 
observers present during his two most recent personal ^weigh- 
ins, n leading to rumors and accusations that he was failing to 
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adhere to PFA regulations . Through this conduct, CAPT Hunter 
set a poor example and reinforced a perception amongst 
subordinates that he was * above the rules * " 

7 . CAPT Hunter gros sly mishandled the Equal Opportunity 
Complaint of |an E-5| who was seeking redress of inappropriate 
comments made to him by his | |~ GAPT Huhfe^er 
inappropriately denied requests for numbers of the sailor's 
chain of command to be present during a one*dn-phe interview 
between himself and It he Petty Of f ice"r| to address the complaint. 
As a result, |the Petty Of f ioer| chose to. surreptitiously recprd 
the interview. During the interview/ the Petty Officer makes 
repeated references to his ^formal'' EO complaint and questioned 
why formal EO processes were not followed. Tdwa;rds the ehd 
the interview, GAPT Hunter indicated that the *fbxma3L 7> process 
would he adhered to. It was not . Regarding his handling of the 
complaint, CAPT Hunter accepted NJP on a; specification of 
"dereliction of duty, " and was punished accordingly. 
Furthermore, during his interview with the investigating Officer 
on this issue, CAPT Hunter misrepres ented facts of his 
conversation with bhe Petty Of f icerl; specifically : (a) GAPT 
Hunter said that |the Petty Of f icer| never indicated that he 
wanted a formal complaint; and, lb) CAPT Hunter said that he 
never told the Petty Officer that the MSRON- 12 CMEO was his 
^victim advocate Both of these statements are in conflict 
with the recorded conversation. 

8. The MSRON 1 d CMECj during th e events invo lving the 
af orement i oned Jpetty Of f icer^s| complaint was |an E-6 . I concur* 



that |the CMEcj should have made greater efforts to ensure proper 



processing of |bhe E^5 * s EO complaint and intend to take 



appropriate administra tive action against the CMEO. In 
addition, this former jCMEO |has been replaced by ^n| W-H. 
However, I also believe that CAPT Hunter was ultimately 
responsible for proper processing, CIAPT Hunter did not 
sufficiently oversee the EO process i n this case, and his; 
general leadership! style resulted in |bhe CME^I being unable to 
effectively approach the CO on certain aspects of this Tnsttf er> 

9 . In December 2012, CAPT Hunter failed tb ensure proper 
reporting and investigation of suspected ^prostitution and 
pandering" of two sailors . First, CAPT Hunter failed to fully 
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inform his operational immediate superior in command of :the 
details of the incident, although he was aware he should do so. 
Regarding this issue, CAPT Hunter accepted NJF on a 
spec i f i cation of ^dereliction of duty, " and was punished 
accordingly . Second, he specifically decided that certain 
available evidence should not be obtained. The matter has* now 
been re -investigated, but due to the lapse of time, potentially 
revealing evidence has been destroyed — sp e ci f i c& lly , hotel 
video and guest registers . Both sailors will be counseled on 
the matter. 

10 . MSRON 12 did not properly manage E-6 evaluations (EVALs^ * 
For the 2 012 cycl e , CRG-2 i dent if led 44 per sonnel miss ing 2 012 
evaluations in Navy Standard Integrated Personnel System 
(NSIPS) , Of those Service Members , 21 of them were ^bllized 
and therefore should have had ^ 23 August 2013 mobilization 
evaluation signed by CAPT Hunter via AUIC 55853 . The training 
should have received a November Periodic evaluations signed by 
their Detachment OICs . Of the 44 identified as tnissing^ late 
in (NSIPS) , nine of the 2012 evaluations were found in the 
service member's Official Military Personnel File tOMPF) f ou?r 
are reflected as received in the Detachment OICs Reporting 
Senior Vs Cumulative Average (RSCA) , but are not updated in fche 
s e rvi cemembe r' s record, and one of sailors was separated £rom 
the Navy prior to 2012 . Seven of the evaluations have been 
confirmed as missing and the Detachment OICs are being contaqteS 
to either write replacements and/ or provide signed copies to 
forward to Navy Personnel Command (PERS) . I will continue to 
pursue the remaining evaluation anomalies until all outstanding 
evaluations are on f ile with PERS and available to the me^ei?> 
and will report when this action is completed * 

11. In a separate investigation related tp a separate 
complaint, I have substantiated allegations that MSRQN 12; also 
mismanaged the administration of E-7 evaluations- In regards to 
that matter, all defects in evaluation submissions have been 
identified and rectified. 

12 . MSRON 12 failed to properly track and manage PFA failures . 
Specifically, CRG-2 has confirmed 18 personnel who should not 
have been mobilized as per the ECRC checklist. Expeditionary 
Combat Readiness Center (ECRC) Individual Augmentee (TAJ policy 
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stipulates that to mobilize, a service member cannot have failed 
two PFAs within the past three years . Further inquiiry is 
pending into whether the mobilization cycle PFA (2012-2) ctoiint£; 
as one of those two failures - two personnel fall into itfeis; 
category* There are four personnel that are currently mobilized 
who have failed three or more PFAs in the last four years they 
will be administratively separated once Page 13s are updated. 
We have verified that the Command Fitness Leader (CFL) Was 
inputting the appropriate data into PRIMS but Manpower 
Availability Status (MAS) codes were not being updated 
appropriately at the Navy Operational Support Center (JifGSC) . 
Proper MAS code data would have prevented the service members at 
Issue from routing beyond the initial nomination as an IA. CRG- 
2 will continue to investigate the possibility thctt the CFL and 
the Mobilization Officer were led to believe that more than; tvfo 
failures were acceptable - a meeting with both the NOSG and Navy 
Mobilization Processing Site (NMPS) Norfolk CDs is pending* 
CRG-2 will pursue waivers for the remaining 12 personnel from 
Commander Navy Reserve Forces Command (CNRFC) so as nqt to fall 
below critical Global Force Management Allocation plan { GFMAP) 
force tracking number requirements in theatre . We ate also 
invest iga ting policies surrounding service members who have beeti 
on nume rous *back - t o - back'' mobi 1 i za: t ions and have theref ore not 
been subject to a PFA for a number of years and appear out of 
standards . CRG-2 will also ensure that all Reserve Squadrons 
are provided direction and training to ensure that all mobilized 
personnel are within standards and that MAS code updates are 
pursued and tracked. 

13 > Nuitierous witness statements attest to the fact that GAP 1 ! 
Hunter had a tendency to tell subordinates to execute tasks in a 
certain maimer, and then later deny he told suhor dina t e s to do 
so. I find this allegation to be substantiated - CAST Hunt er 1 s 
actions in this regard are another example of his defect: in 
leadership * 

14. For reasons that included expediency and efficiency, I; 
ultimately elected, within my authority and discretions to only 
pursue charges against GAPT Hunter for: (a) negligent 
dereliction of duty as to his mishahdlincr of the f ormal EO 
complaint of |a Second Class Petty Of f lcer|; and, (b) hi? f ailure 
to properly report the details of an investigation into alleged 
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criminal offense to his operational chain of command. Hp^eyer , 
in concurrence with the findings and opinions of the 
investigating officer/ I also find sufficient evidence to 
substantiate the fol lowing allegations : 

a; submission of an inaccurate DEOMI Executive Survey; 

by failure of sufficient oversight in administrating 
enlisted evaluations; 

c . f ailure to have a suf f icient number of observers; at Iiis; 
personal weigh-ins on the two most receftt PEA cycles^ 

d. failure to properly monitor PFA failures of his 
personnel, in regards to both mobilization eligibility ai*d 
administrative separation processing; 

e. making two misrepresent at ions/ false state^ijts to the 
Inves t igat ing Of f icer ; 

f , failure to exerciise due 4iligenCe in investigating 
possible prostitution and pandering regarding two enlisted 
personnel under his charge; 

g . inappropriate ly and improf essipnally throwing three 
command coins at his Executive Officer; and, 

h. publicly belittling and embarrassing officers and 
enlisted personnel on multiple occasions,, 

l^^The MSRON 12 | 

I H made numerous inappropriate comments - sexist, raci&t,: 

and otherwise inappropriate - to various Sailors on various 
occasions at MSRON 12 (v He was £uiiished at NJP for these 
comments. In addition, he had an unduly familiar relationship 
with a subordinate Isfenior Chief Petty Officer! ati& has been 
awarded a Letter of Instruction (LQI) as a result * I will dl&Q 
issue an LQI to |bhe Senior Chief! involved in the unduly fatni!lia:r 
re 1 ationship . 

16 . I intend to issue an LQI to II in 

regards to the public comments he^naq^^^^h^ro^^wTSg effect; 
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*you are endangering my ability to see ray family on liberty if 
you did not perform well, " comments uttered in October 2012 to 
various MSRON 12 Boat Department personnel. 
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In the December 2011 to Januai 



2 012 t imef rame, K CCt iL*L* " 
utilized 

military personnel under his charge to assist in moving t^is 
household goods . Although he did not specif ic ally order st&y 
sailors to do this, he did personally request volunteers within 
MSRON 12, actions which led to perceptions of f avorijtisim Shd 
unfair treatment amongst some sailors , Such conduct was 
inconsistent with the rules and principles of the iJbirit Ethiq^ 
Regulation and reflected poorly ,onBS^ffiT^?^ i jr ac ^ Jri r ^sports e, 
I will issue an LOT tol 

18 > I f ind all other allegations to be either unsubstantiated 
or sufficiently resolved/ consistent with the findings, 
opinions > and recommendations of the Investiga.ting Officer, 




19 ... Point of contact for this matter is| 
USN, _available by phone at^ 




, or email 



Copy to; 
File 
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